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ABSTRACT
The Admission Index, created from high school

counselor ratings of academic promise and motivation, is recommended
to admission officers and college counselors as a variable as food or
better than those traditionally used from the cognitive domain. This
index was found not only to be substantially valid and consistent as
an achievement motivation scale but also in regression analysis, with
a criterion of GPA for the first semester in college, it added
significantly to the variance accounted for by traditional indite'.
Groups defined as high and low on GPA were significantly separated on
the index. It discriminated between groups of overachievers and
underachievers defined on the basis of, national test scores of
ability and achievement. It demonstrated its superiority over
traditional variables such as can in class and national test scores
by establishing a clear and significant trend for groups of gra,luates
with honors, other graduates and dropouts, the last group of whom
generally look like the middle of the graduates on traditional
indices. The findings support the search for rating scales calling
for human judgment in lieu of grades, a search made necessary by the
elimination of grades in some institutions, and de-emphasis of
academic achievement as a sufficient criterion of the "success" of
college students. (Author)
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The typical prediction model for college admission purposes has a criterion
peN

CO of grade point average at the end of one or two semesters in college and makes

CNJ
use of predictors indicative of 2ast academic success such as rank in class and

grades from high school and national test scores of academic ability and achieve-

merit. Recent years have found researchers questioning this emphasis upon the grade
LIJ

getting potential of students, not that this is unimportant but that it is a limited

dimension of success. Hoyt's review (1965) resulted in a conclusion that academic

achievement in college ilas only modest correlation with adult success, regardless

of its definition. Baird (1968) warns admission officers on the basis of his review

that procedures based solely on grades and tests offer no guarantee that a college

will obtain students likely to achieve outside the classroom.

De-emphasis of academic grading has become a fact of life for a number of

colleges and secondary schools. For admission officers this could mean the loss

eventually of either or both of criterion and predictors, compelling them to rely

In
more heavily upon national test scores or to see]. new predictors or both. In lieu

of grrdes, one approach would be to use rating scales completed by professors and

PICO
deans at the college level and teachers and guidance counselors at the secondary

Co) school level. Such scales may be expected to include the dimension of potential

for academic achievement but also other dimensions as a result of the interaction

0 between rater and student. Theoretically, therefore, such scales shoi'ld be better

than grades; in actual practice they yin be as good as the rater is experienced
wet

and unbiased. Ideally, a high school counselor or college dean would collate the

opinions of several people who have worked with a student c'er a period of time.

There is a lack of consensus concerning the ability of counselors to predict

the "success" of students. Meehl (1957) recommended against human judgment in a



2

situation where a crossvalidated formula exists, "unless the psychological

situation is as clear as a broken leg." The high school counselor rarely has the

benefit of formulas and must rely upon his own judgment when he rates a student's

potential for success in college. Tyler (1961) had a very poor opinion of counselor

judgments finding them not to be sufficiently accurate safely to base decisions

upon them. The decade since has seen enormous professional growth in counselors

who are more likely today to have the responsibility of completing such ratings

concerning the secondary school experience of students applying for college. The

college dean's expertise is more likely to be derived from on the job experience.

Whately (1966) examined counselor confidence in their own predictions and found

the most confident to be least accurate and the least confident most accurate. A

year later, Whately (1967) defended the concept that to the extent that prediction

is important, logically a counselor should be able tc predict relatively well

before he is an 'ffective counselor but conceded that little experimental evidence

supported the counselor's role in prediction.

Prediction of success calls for the assessment of motivation to succeed, but

this is more easily said than done. If academic success is a limited dimension,

then "success" is a global concept. Unfortunately, motivation is too, and present

metho,',3 of assessment are at best very crude. Krumboltz (1957) could find no

single instrument that a counselor can use with confidence that he is measuring

achievement motivation. Shaw (1961) found that none of three published achievement

scales differentiated between achievers and underachievers is a high school sample.

Uhlinge..! and Stevens (1960) noted that the crude state of motivational theory had

failed to generate valid operations. Nicholson (1.970) found that the situation was

not substantially different a decade later. It is clear that only inferior

measures of motivation are available to the counselor.

It is well known that the self-reporting nature of personality inventories

make them susceptible to response sets such as acquiescence and faking and als',
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that their reliability is low. The student's ego is only indirectly involved in

counselor ratings of him. A much more important consideration is that of the

impression that he has created, for success broadly defined and over the long term

may be as much related to the impression that is made upon those in the position

to advance an individual as it is upon his past accomplishment.

The purpose of this study was to investigate the potential of an Admission

Index created from high school counselor ratings of academic promise and motiva-

tion, found in the secondary school records of candidate& for admission to a

selective liberal arts college. One of the arguments of admission officers was

That ratings of applicants to a college such as Brown University are generally so

high as to be meaningless. It was hypothesized for this study not only that the

Admission Index would be a valid predictor of academic success but also that it

would provide a m'ytivation variable valuable beyond its immediate need for the

admission office. In other wirds, though counselors lack the benefit of good

motivational measures, they provide in their ratings the wherewithall to make one.

Method

Subjects

The subjects of this study were all male rirown University students. The

principal sanple was that of all members cf the Class of 1570 (entered 1966) who

had completed one semester in college and had all data (N=583; 94f.). Subsamples

comprised those who graduated normally in four years (N=441) and those who dropped

out (N=62). The remainder who for sundry reasons left and then returned for

delayed graduations were of necelsity eliminated.

Samples of overachievers (N=247) and underachievers (N=246) were also selected

from Classes 1966-1968 inclusive, according to the definitions of Davis (1964,

p. 2601. Regression analysis was used to derive an equation for the prediction of

the average of College Board achievement tests (CBAT) from the scholastic aptitude



variables SAT-V and SAT-M. Differences between actual and predicted CBAT in excess

of one S.E. of Estimate classified the types of achievers relative to the average

of all 1616 members of Classes 1966-1968 on the basis of individual ability and

achievement test measures. Cross-validation was effected by applying the same

formula to the Class of 1969, as if it were a real-life application of the procedure.

Measures

The Admission Index (AI) was derived from three sets of counselor ratings of

academic and personal promise (rated 1-5) and a motivation scale (rated 1-9),

found in the secondary school records of students at the time of their applications

to Brown University (Full scale = 4-24). In addition to the College Board

achievement tests' average (CBAT) and the scholastic aptitude variables (SAT-V

and SAT-M), other variables used in analyses were standardized secondary school

rank in class (SSR), the locally'predicted grade point average for the first

semester in college (PSI), actual grade point average for the first semester (GFA)

and the cumulative grade point average for the purpose of class Fication only.

All standard test scores were reduced to 2-digit form.

The writer draws attention to CBAT, deemed to be an index of maximum academic

performance, since students have considerable discretion in choosing tests most

favorable for them (Brown University applicants submit three or more). Experience

has found CBAT often to be superior to SSR possessing independent properties that

make it especially useful in prediction fonaulas for students from highly intensive

or selective high school situations, from which ranks in class may be deceivingly

low relative to those submitted from most schools.

Hypotheses

Hypotheses set forth were: (a) that groups defined as high and low on AI would

significantly separate themselves on traditional variables and also on GPA for the

first semester in college; (b) that AI would add significantly to the variance

accounted for by traditional variables in regression analysis with a criterion of

;
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GPA for the first semester in college; (c) that AI would discriminate between

overachievers and underachievers defined independently of the high school transcript

and that such groups would achieve as labeled relative to the avers 2 of all students

on the basis of GPA for the first semester in college; (d) that AI would discriminate

significantly between students defined 3s high and low achievers on the basis of GPA

for the first semester in college; and (e) when the criterion was advanced to that

of graduation, not only would AI discriminate between the dropouts and those who

graduate normally in four years but also demonstrate its superiority over other

variables traditionally used in admission by discriminating for the non-graduate.

Results

Table 1 includes univariate statistics for the data of approximately equal

groups of the Class of 1970 defined as "high" with a score of 22 or more on AI and

"low" with a score of 21 or less. Clearly the groups were different and indicative

of a strong correspondence between the ratings of counselors and the scores made

by students un traditional indices. That the groups manifested such strong separa-

tion when the dichotomy was declared at a point so high lends considerable support

to the discriminating property of counselor ratings. Since the population was that

of accepted students in a situation where only about one in nine are chosen, AI

had a limited range and a negatively skewed distribution like rank in class. To

get a score of 21, which placed a student in the "low" group, he would have to

have close to maximum ratings, indicating for him possible hesitancy on the part

of the counselor to go all the way. Such hesitancy was sufficient to categorize

students as may be seen from the results of the analysis of GPA for the first

semester found in Table 1, supporting the validity of AI and subsequently of

counselor ratings of the ,Icademic promise of students applying for college. The

consistency of AI, and therefore of counselor ratings, is demonstrated in the

correlation patterns for AI with traditional variables in several replications

found in Table 2.

-
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The next step was to examine AI as a potential contributor to a prediction

equation. AI was added to the four basic academic variables, SSR, SW-V, SAT-M and

CBAT, for analysis by stepwise multiple regression with a criterion of GPA for the

first semester in college. AI was third in the order of contribution after SSR and

CBAT but ahead of both SAT-V and SAT-M. A multiple correlation of .53 was derived

for SSR, CBAT and AI, and the following equation for the prediction of PSI:

(PSI'= .0245(SSR) + .0227(CBAT) + .0384(AI) - 1,4143). The overall F for the equa-

tion was significant (F=11.23), and a Standard Error of Estimate for PSI' of .5294

determined. AI added significantly to the variance accounted for by SSR and CBAT

(F=10.85). This finding supports not only that a variable created from counselor

ratings has the potential for being a valuable contributcr but also that it has

properties uniquely different fron rank in class and the academic achievement

average CBAT.

A further examination of the validity of AI was made by declaring groups of

students as overachievers and underachievers independent of the high school tran-

script on the basis of the scholastic aptitude variables, SAT-V and SAT-M, and the

College Board achievement average, CBAT. The reader who finds difficulty living

with such classifications should note that for this paler, high and low achievers

ar^ defined by high and low achievement regardless of ability. Overachievement is

considered to be the situation which exists when, relative to the average of his

group, a student achieves better on a test of achievement than on a test of ability

and vice versa for the underachiever. Sue-. individual classification makes for the

factoring out of ability as may be seen in Table 3, the univariate statistics of

which clearly show that the two types of achievers would be on opposite ends of

an achievement scale. GPA for the two groups and replications are also found in

Table 3. Not only were group GPA means significantly different, but when indivi-

dually they were compared with statistics for the total samples (1966-1968 Mean

GPA = 2.31; S.D.= 0.67; N=1616); (1969 Mean CPA = 2.43; S.D.= 0.67; N=680), the
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probability that an underachiever would have a GPA for the first semester as high

as the mean for all students and that an overachiever would have a GPA as low as

the mean for all students was only about one in three for both. It would seem not

only that the defined groups would achieve compared with their peers in college

according to the labels attached to them but also, since AI significantly discrimi-

nated between the overachievers and underachievers, that counselor ratings do

contain the dimension of the motivation of students.

High and low achievers in the Class of 1970 were defined by the attainment

of 3.00 or better and 2.00 or lower on GPA for the first semester in college. The

results of one-way analysis of variance of AI for the two groups found in Table 4

strongly support both the predictive and motivational property of the variable.

Nicholson (1970) has questioned the sufficiency of a criterion of success as

early as the first semester in college, and so for this study the criterion was

advanced to that of graduatior, for the Class of 1970. Would AI discriminate between

those graduated normally in four years and those who fall away? The results of

one-way analysis of variance found in Table 5 support that an admission officer who

uses counselor ratings as an integral part of the admission process is operating

with a variable that is sensitive to the academic success of students four years

beyond its immediate use.

The final analysis was concerned not only with the validity of AI as a dis-

criminator between those who graduate and those who drop out of college but also

with the property of motivation. Griffin (1965) observed that when students were

classified by levels of cumulative academic average at graduation, and the tra-

ditional academic data of non-graduates were compared, that non-graduates looked

like the middle of the graduates, suggesting that such data were poor predictors

of non-graduation. Nicholson (1970) replicated this finding. Four groups were

classified by graduation averages of 2.75 or above, 2.25-2.74, below 2.25, and

dropouts. Although F-statistics for SSR, SAT-V, SAT - ?! and CRAP for the four groups

r 1
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were generally significant, a descending order of means did not continue into the

non-graduates, who looked better by these data than the lowest group of graduates.

Further, when AI was analyzed for the same groups, the overall F-statistic was also

significant, a descending order of means corresponded to the levels of graduation,

and the trend continued into the dropouts. AI performed as GPA would perform in the

real-life situation of actual achievement in college.

For this paper, the criterion was modified to meet the local need of a

college which has eliminated grades. Three groups of the Class of 1970 were

defined; those who graduated in four years with honors, those who graduated in

four years without honors, and those who dropped out. It is assumed that those

who graduated with honors (cum, magna cum and summa cum laude, honors in major

areas of study, Phi Beta Kappans and Sigma Xis) were highly motivated to achieve

such distinctions. Again the miscellaneous group of those with delayed graduations

due to temporary separations were eliminated. The results of analysis of variance

of traditional data, CPA for the first semester, and AI, are found in Table 5.

Four of the five traditional pre-admission variables, SAT-V, SAT-M, CBAT and PSI,

which is a function of CBAT, replicated the lack of trend. In other words, the

traditicnal academic data were all right for finding highly achieving students

(who are probably obvious anyway) but worthless for discriminating between those

who graduate regularly and those who drop out of college.

AI, on the other hand, performed as hypothesized, demonstrating its potential

not only for discriminating between groups defined by academic achievement but also

its ability to rank them identically similar to that of CFA for the first semester,

the foresight of which the admission officer does not possess. This finding sug-

gests that, for example, in multiple discriminant analysis which maximizes the power

of variables to separate groups, AI could be a valuable variable for prediction

purposes. Nicholson (1970) reported the results of such an analysis where the total

sample comprised students accepted with scores below the means of their classes.

n
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Table 1

Univariate Statistics for Groups High and Low
on the Admission Index: Class of 1970

Rated High
N = 299

Variable

S.D. Mean S.D.Mean

Rated Low
N = 284

SSR (Std) 68.09 6.70 62.24 6.91 107.54**

SAT-V 66.21 6.62 62.49 6.40 47.61**

SAT4I 69.34 7.11 65.49 7.05 43.03**

CBAT 66.44 6.11 61.97 6.35 74.82 **

:SI 2.69 0.36 2.35 0.35 133.63**

GPA 2.65 0.62 2.26 0.56 62.57**

** P < .01

Table 2

Replications of Correlational Analyses: of

the Admission Index and Academic Variables

Variable

Groups

Classes
1)66-1968

Class of
1970

Class of
1971

N = 1616 N= 583 N = 689

SSR

SAT-V

SAT-M

CBAT

PSI

CPA

.47

.25

.27

.34

.44

.30

.47

.30

.31

.40

.51

.37

.48

.28

.32

.38

.47

.29
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Table 4

Analysis of Variance of the Admission Index for Groups defined as
High and Low on GPA for the First Semester in College

Class of l!.970

Source SS d.f. MS

Between

Within

Total

407.06 1 407.06 55.59**

1526.69 321 4.76

1933.75 322

AI

Univariate Statistics of Groups

Rated High on GPA
3.00 or higher

N = 152

Rated Low on GPA
2.00 or lower

N = 171

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

22.40 1.73 20.15 2.50

** P < .01

Table 5

Results from Analyses of Variance of the Admission Index and Traditional Data
of Graduates with Honors, Graduates without Honors and Dropouts

Class of 1970

Variable

Graduates
with Honors
N = 149

Graduates
without Honors

N = 292
Dropouts
N = 62

F

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

SSR 69.17 7.17 64.16 6.71 63.16 8.50 18.67"

SAT-V 66.63 6.41 63.12 6.79 64.95 6.66 13.87"

SAT-M 69 :34 7.06 66.38 7.14 67.63 6.95 8.58**

'J8AT 67.01 6.32 62.48 6.37 64.79 6.68 25.04*

AI 21.95 1.89 20.94 2.30 20.64 2.71 12.16'4

PSI 2.73 0.38 2.42 0.35 2.49 0.44 35.01"

GPA 2.96 0.50 2.33 0.51 1.98 0.63 100.12"

** P < .01

11
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